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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to amendment filed 02/24/2009. Claims 1 , 4, 
6 and 9 have been amended and claims 5 and 11 have been cancelled. Claims 1-4 and 
6-10 remain pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. Applicant's arguments regarding claims 1 , 6 and 9 being rejected under 35 USC 
112, first paragraph have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Specifically, Applicant cites lines 17-20 of specification page 10 and lines 16-26 
of specification page 1 3 for support for "a single field". Lines 1 6-26 of page 1 3 do not 
recite a "new field packet" or a "field continuation packet", as noted by Applicant. Lines 
17-20 on page 10 describe the extension portions within each packet specifying either a 
new field packet for the packet group or a field continuation packet. The extension bits 
described in the cited portion of the specification are included in the claim language 
wherein "a first of said further packets includes a first said extension portion" and 
wherein "said remainder of said further packets has a second said extension portion". 
The claim also recites that "at least one packet subgroup constitutes a single field in the 
trace stream". Given that the claim therefore describes a field in the header packet and 
extension fields in the each of the following packets, it is unclear what the "single field" 
represents with regards to a packet subgroup. 

Further, the specification does recite that "Number of new field packets can be 
defined in the packet group header" in lines 20-21 on page 10, which indicates that a 
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new field packet may be the same as a packet subgroup. It is unclear whether this 
"new field" is intended to be the "single field" in the claim language and how the "single 
field" in the claim is distinguished from a packet subgroup. 

3. Applicant's arguments regarding claim 4 being rejected under 35 USC 112, 
second paragraph have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Although the 
amendment corrects the previous indefinite "implied header", the claim is amended to 
now recite "a position in the trace stream occupied by an immediately following packet 
group". It is unclear how provided data can permit a position in the trace stream or how 
the following packet group can occupy a position in a current trace stream. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments regarding the applied references failing to teach the 
limitations of independent claims 1 , 6 and 9 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Specifically, it is argued that in the Maes reference, the content of every 
InterFrame differs in its essences from the content of the IntraFrame, so the 
InterFrames can in no way be fairly considered to contain "a continuation of content 
contained in the first packet such that said at least one packet subgroup constitutes a 
signal field in a trace stream". 

In response to the argument, it is first noted, as illustrated in FIG. 3, that a "Block" 
in the Maes reference, correlating with the claimed subgroup, is made up of a first 
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IntraFrame and a series of InterFrames following the IntraFrame. Together these 
blocks make up a segment, or group of blocks. Although, as noted by Applicant, the 
IntraFrame differs in its essence from the content of the InterFrames, the IntraFrame 
and its associates InterFrames are related. Based on this relationship and association, 
the InterFrames following the IntraFrame in a particular block are a continuation of the 
block. The claim language does not define that the kind of content of the first packet is 
the same format as the following continuation packets. 

Further, Applicant recites that the Jensen and Kapoor references, of which the 
rejection was made in view of, fail to remedy the any alleged deficiencies of Maes. 
Although it is not thought to be necessary, it is noted that Jensen teaches breaking 
down data into data segments, [0023]. Therefore, Jensen discloses wherein 
transmitted data is broken up into a first segment and continuation segments. The 
rejection is therefore maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 1-4 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Maes (Pub. No.: US 2002/0184373) in view of Jensen (Pub. No.: US 
2002/0143988) and in further view of Kapoor (US Patent # 5,818,852). 
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Regarding claim 1 , Maes teaches a method of producing a packet group for use in a 
trace stream of packets, comprising: 

providing at least one header packet (Segment Header) within the packet group 
(Segment) [0114]; and 

arranging at least one plurality of further packets (frames) to form a 
corresponding at least one packet subgroup (Block) within the packet group (Segment) 
([0114], see FIG. 3); 

wherein a first of said further packets (IntraFrame) includes first features [01 11], 
wherein a remainder of said further packets (InterFrame) follow the first packet 
(IntraFrame) in said at least one packet subgroup (Block) (IntraFrame is the first frame 
of a Block, [01 11]) and contain a continuation of content contained in the first packet 
(each Block comprises a single IntraFrame and one or more InterFrames, [01 11]) such 
that said at least one packet subgroup constitutes a single field in the trace stream 
(each Block can be decompressed on its own, [0113]), and wherein each of said 
remainder of said further packets (InterFrames) has a second feature that differs from 
said first extension portion (the InterFrames may be coded differently than the 
IntraFrames, [01 12]). However, Maes does not explicitly disclose each of said further 
packets having an extension portion and a payload portion or wherein a first of said 
packets includes a first said extension portion and wherein each remainder of said 
further packets has a second said extension portion. 
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Jensen teaches wherein each further packet has an extension portion (first frame 
fragment indicator (FFFI), 315 of FIG. 3) and a payload portion (payload data, 305 of 
FIG. 3); and 

wherein a first of said further packets (frame fragment 405i of FIG. 4) includes a 
first said extension portion (FFFI is set to TRUE, 43d of FIG. 4), and wherein each 
remainder of said further packets (405 2 and 405 3 of FIG. 4) has a second extension 
portion (FALSE, 430 2 and 430 3 of FIG. 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
claimed invention to utilize an extension portion in each packet in the system/method of 
Maes as suggested by Jensen in order to be able to identify the first packet verses 
following packets of a subgroup when they are not otherwise coded differently. One 
would be motivated to combine these teachings because in doing so the system/method 
could be used in a wider range of implementations for various types of data. However, 
although Maes teaches a field in the header packet (Segment Header) which indicates 
the number of packets (frames) in the packet group (Segment), Maes-Jensen do not 
explicitly disclose a field in the header packet indicating a number of packet subgroups 
provided in the packet group. 

Kapoor teaches wherein a field in at least one header packet indicates a number 
of packet subgroups provided in a packet group (the header may also include the 
number of subframes in the frame, column 3 lines 15-17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
claimed invention to utilize a header which includes the number of subframes in a frame 
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in the system/method of Maes-Jensen as suggested by Kapoor because doing so would 
provide improved identification information to a receiver regarding a group (or frame). 
One would be motivated to combine these teachings because it would also allow for an 
indication of how to determine the end of a Segment which comprises a different 
number of frames per Block. 

Regarding claim 2, Maes teaches the method as recited in claim 1 wherein said packet 
group (e.g. Speech Segment of FIG. 3) ends when a next packet of the trace stream 
(e.g. Silence Segment Header of FIG. 3) that immediately follows a packet of the last 
packet subgroup (third Block of the first Segment, FIG. 3) does not have the feature of 
the remainder of packets (InterFrame). 

Jensen teaches the remainder of packets feature being a second extension 
portion (FALSE, 430 2 and 430 3 of FIG. 4). 

Regarding claim 3, the method as recited in claim 2 wherein said next packet (e.g. 
Silence Segment Header of FIG. 3) begins a new packet group (second Segment of 
FIG. 3). 

Regarding claim 4, Maes teaches the method as recited in claim 1 where said number 
of packets (e.g., specifies N3 silence frames, FIG. 3), permit a position in the trace 
stream occupied by an immediately following packet subgroup (block) to be identifed 
without using a header packet to identify said position (Given that Maes teaches 
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Segment Headers which specify the number of frames per segment it would be obvious 
that the system/method will determine when one Segment ends and another begins 
without the need to insert an additional File Header, see FIG. 3). 

However, Maes does not explicitly disclose a first and second extension portions 
permit a position in the trace stream. 

Jensen teaches a first (FFFI is TRUE) and second extension (FFFI is FALSE) 
portion permit a position in a trace stream [0029]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
claimed invention to utilize an extension portion in each packet in the system/method of 
Maes as suggested by Jensen in order to be able to identify the first packet verses 
following packets of a subgroup when they are not otherwise coded differently. This 
would provide a way to identify the frames position in the segment. One would be 
motivated to combine these teachings because in doing so the system/method could be 
used in a wider range of implementations for various types of data. 

However, Maes-Jensen do not explicitly disclose said number of packet 
subgroups permit a position in the trace stream. 

Kapoor teaches said number of packet subgroups permit a position in the trace 
stream (the header may also include the number of subframes in the frame, column 3 
lines 14-22). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
claimed invention to utilize a header which includes the number of subframes in a frame 
in the system/method of Maes-Jensen as suggested by Kapoor because doing so would 
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provide improved identification information to a receiver regarding a group (or frame). 
One would be motivated to combine these teachings because it would also allow for an 
indication of how to determine the end of a Segment which comprises a different 
number of frames per Block. 

Regarding claim 9, Maes teaches a method for transferring information from a target 
processor to a host processing unit in a trace stream of packets, the method 
comprising: 

dividing the packets into packet groups (the RECOVC File further comprises one 
or more Segments, [01 14]); 

formatting each packet group (Segment) to include at least one header packet 
(corresponding Segment Header, [0114]); and 

formatting each packet group (Segment) to include at least one packet subgroup 
(Block) containing a plurality of further packets (each Block comprises a single 
IntraFrame and one or more InterFrames, [01 11]); further limitation(s) are substantially 
the same as those discussed on claim 1 above, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

Regarding claim 10, this method claim comprises limitation(s) substantially the same as 
those discussed on claim 2 above, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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6. Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maes-Jensen-Kapoor in view of Williamson (Pub. No.: US 2003/0041166). 

Regarding claim 6, Maes-Jensen-Kapoor do not explicitly disclose a host processing 
unit and a target processor, wherein the target processor transmits trace streams to the 
host processing unit, the trace streams permitting the host processing unit to 
reconstruct the operation of the target processing unit, and at least one of the trace 
streams comprising a sequence of packet groups. 

Williamson teaches a processor test and debug system, the system comprising: 

a host processing unit (first host, [0023]); and 

a target processor (second host, [0023]), the target processor transmitting trace 
streams of packets to the host processing unit (the second software tool transmits data 
to the first software tool running on the first host, [0023]), the trace streams permitting 
the host processing unit to reconstruct (perform error checking and/or assemble) the 
operation of the target processing unit [0027], at least one of the trace streams 
comprising a sequence of packet groups (plurality of data entities, [0010]), each said 
packet group including limitation(s) substantially the same as those discussed on claim 
1 above, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
claimed invention to utilize transmitting and debugging between a host and target 
processor in the system/method of Maes-Jenson-Kapoor as suggested by Williamson in 
order to ensure an efficient and error-free system. One would be motivated to combine 
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these teachings because verifying the quality of the transmission medium and the 
transmitted data results in a user being provided with an enhanced and reliable system. 

Regarding claim 7, this system claim comprises limitation(s) substantially the same as 
those discussed on claim 2 above, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 8, this system claim comprises limitation(s) substantially the same as 
those discussed on claim 3 above, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MADHU KHANNA whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3629. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8:30-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on 571-272-3964. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/M. KV 

Examiner, Art Unit 2451 

/Salad Abdullahi/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2457 



